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October 2020


Dear Mr. Jenrick,

Reforming local government exit pay 

MHCLG consultation ending 9 November 2020

I am writing to respond to the consultation on reforming local government exit pay. I wish to make clear my opposition and concern at the proposals, and to request that you extend the current deadline of 9 November.

I appreciate that the consultation is a result of the rushed and ill-thought-out introduction of the £95k cap. However, to launch such an important consultation at such short notice is unacceptable.

The cap is an unneeded and unwelcome distraction for our employers and a personal catastrophe for ordinary members, many of whom will be at risk of redundancy because of the current Covid crisis and the continued underfunding of local services.

It does not deliver on what the Government said were the underlying principles. It is unfair and discriminatory and very inflexible. The Government appears to want a dumbing down of all workers’ severance rights in the public and private sectors to inadequate levels.

The current MHCLG consultation, instead of just amending the regulations to accommodate the £95k cap, goes much further.

It proposes to reduce the ceiling for discretionary severance payments. This will reduce the flexibility to set reasonable limits through collective bargaining. Unlike in other public services, the severance payments in local government are discretionary and so limiting them is not just inflexible but is also, in many cases, unnecessary.

I am completely opposed to the proposal to offset the Statutory Redundancy Pay and any discretionary payment against the cost of paying a pension not reduced by an early retirement factor. 

This affects nearly all potential redundancies for those over the age of 55. This is no longer about hitting just the high paid. It will hit the medium and low paid as well. It hits members who would otherwise have packages well below the £95k cap. It is penal and discriminatory and possibly open to legal challenge.

The examples in the MHCLG impact assessment that was published after the consultation started shows this. For example:-

Individual 1: is 59 years old. Member for 19 years and is currently paid a salary of £29,000 per annum. She broadly fits the profile of the average member. Her new redundancy package does not contain a cash payment on top, as her pension strain is larger than the combined SRP and DSP. Member benefits are not affected by the £95,000 cap but are reduced under proposed reforms as SRP and DSP are no longer paid in excess to pension strain. Under the proposed reforms, benefits on redundancy are reduced by around 37%. 

The re-employment prospects for this individual are likely to be tough in the real world. The member has been paying into the LGPS for 19 years in the belief that if she was made redundant her pension would be small but at least enough to survive on together with a not particularly generous severance payment.

As it stands the draft consultation is contentious, discriminatory and penal and hits the low paid as well as those on average and higher incomes.

The consultation should not end on the 9 November; it is completely unacceptable to set this deadline when the actual draft regulations only appeared on 13 October. It must be extended to allow discussion aiming at reaching agreement as to how potentially discriminatory proposals should be removed and/or changed.

Yours sincerely,






